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THE IMPACT OF FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ON CAMPUS‘ADMINfSTRATORS

US DEPARTMENTY OF HEALTNM.

By EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION
ks w Frank R. Kemerer . THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
' 4 ' A DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
= and THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
) ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIDNS . .
V'lCtOP Baldri dge STATED OD NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICHAL NATIONAL INSTITUYE OF .

Mgg Febr@r\y. 1976 ,

EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY \

\

‘Faculty. unions are no longer considg&sd a temporary abberration limited to

the outer fringe§ of academia. They have

higher education. ‘As economic conditions’

ach1eved a prominent place in American

worsen other professional groups are/‘

also attracted to unzons because they have the political and economic clout 7

missing in most professional assOciations
media about doctors unioninzing to fight
nracttpe 1nsurance and contro]g on fees.

commonplace.
guand their interests. Unionization has
worker.

bargaining to pr-;fi

Much has beéni‘”

4 )

Reports appear frequently in’the news
such threats as prohibitive costs of mal-

Lawyer cocperatives are becoming

Scientists and engineers are increasingly looking to unions to safe-

thus progressed far beyond the blue collar

Continﬁe-;-r wth is assured as enabling legislation extends collective

Few studies, howevev,‘have focused on the consequences arising from co]]ective

bargaining in higher education or among professional employees in gerleral.

Starting in 1971,
by the Nat{ona] Institute for Education,

study the impact of faculty collective bargaining on gevernance and decision-

making in higher education.]

\7F9r Phase One, in 1971 we selected 240 institutions at which to studyegenera]\

the Stanford Project on Academic Governance. a study funded

undertook a major research effort to

The Stanford Project was conducted in two phases. .

'In add1t10n to the authors of this paper, the other principal investigators on the:

Stanford Project were David Curtis (Governor's State,
-(Ohio State). and Gary Lee Riley (U.C.L.A.). .

\

I1linois), George Paul Ecker
4
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issues af academic governance. In this phase, col]ective bargainlng was on]y_one R
issue among a larger set of concerns. We used a var1ety'of research too]st Ouer' ‘ef
17,000 Questionnaires were sent to faculty nembers and administratohéijyith 6.53:
percent return rate Another questdonnaire went to the presddents of the _/
1nst1tutions wfth 100 percent return after several series of coaxing letters and“* '
phone ca]]s. In add1t10n, 1nformation about the/colleges was gathered from
published sources, both governmental and prfvate |

. Phase Two was conducted in 1974, and the prime focus was on co]lective bargaining.

We resampled the original 240 1nst1tutions but also added all the unionized schools

in the United'States. (The total was over 300, but several were eventually excluded
-becausL of their extremely specialized character. ) In addition to providing
longitudinal data. the two samE\es prov1ded ua]uab]e contrast between a random sample
of an colleges and un1ver51t1es and the specialized group that has facu]ty unions )
In Phase Two, we used two questionnaires on collective bargaining 0ne went to the .
presidents of the institutions, both the 1971 national sample and entire. popu]ation
of un10n1zed 1nst1tutions in 1974. The other went to the faculty chairpersons of
the-local campus bargaining units. .uoth queftionnaires had response rates in exceiﬁ'ofd
65 percent. ' N
In addition to. the questionnaire we also conducted seyen intensive case studies
in institutions that were quite diverse in thefr characteristics and that had |
different experiences with collective bargaintng. These institutions were Rutgers.y_
; the City University of New York, the University of Hawaii, Centra] Michigan iﬂgte,
the Ch{cago City Colleges, Hofstra, and the State University of New York. We
conducted nearly 100 interviews'on these campuses, and carefully studied their °

L . .
contracts and other documents. The comp]ete findings of the:project are detailed

in our recenr book.2
- i

TFrank R. Kemerer. and J V1ctor Baldridge, Unions on CampuS' ‘A National Study of :}_
the Consequences of Faculty Bargaining, (San Francisco' Jossey-Bass, 1975).

\!
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f This articie examines our findings as. they,re]ate to higher educationa]

administrators We haveﬁﬂivided our discussion into two parts. the. first\
/ ¥
]?oking at the effect col]ective bargaining has on. components within adminis-

0’
rative ranks and the second assessing the way management pqgcesses change

é

/when collective bargaining occurs Many‘of our conc]usyons apply as well to
/non-educationa] organizations whose professiona] emp]oyees may eventua]]y

/ unionize. | R o ' .
. ) _ o s
R‘-hed  SHIFTING POWER RELATIONSHIPS st Ly
. . )
Facu]ty co]]ective bargaining;is one more prob]em administrators must face

in their struggle to manage institutidns that’ are rapidly changing under the
\ onslaught of environmenta] pressures. Many administrators perceive co]]ective f
bargaining as threatening to their management power, and fedr -that, camdﬁs _
'po]arization will make effective decision making virtua]l;f2mpossibie Substantia1
percentages of administratqrs at pubiic coi]eges with faculty unions indicated
on the SPAG questionnafre that co]]eqtive bargaining had decreased their power
(See Figure I, Question A) Sti]], a]most equa] percentages felt that their.. _
power had “not been affected. Dn&y presidents at private 1iberal arts institutions .
| said they have either maintained or actuai]y gained power. Union chairpersons,
however, uniformiy report grea; ]osses of administrat e power at all institutions.
When we questiéhed what might happen in the future a$most no union officia]s
Ll and. on]y about one fifth“bf a]] presidents agreed that, "where it occurs, faculty
co]iective bargaining wili increase theapower of the administration at the
expense of the faculty.” (See Figuré 2 Question A) Administrators at two-year
institutions perceived ]ess hope for administrative gains than presidents of '
other institutions This 1s not surprisihg since the union 908] at twosyear

coiieges'is to enfranchise the faculty --.atathe expense;qf the adnfinistrators who
' : A ! ST A :
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‘previousiy dominated institutiona] decision making | - |
, - How realistic are these fears--or hopes, depending on one's perspective--' .
of administrative impotence? Our observations\ghow a complex, multi- faceted |
- 't picture First, unionism can weaken the administrative dominance of many two-year
; institutions, and those administrators can expect maJor changes '3?

Second, we do. not believe that unions have thus far jeopardized aﬁminis—
trative authority on most four-year campuses. Most of the.evidence seems .to
point to union, not administrative weakness. Facdity contracts ]ackjunion
security agreements, the scope of bargaining is,]imited, controversy often rages
aithin'facu]ty ranks about the idea'of unionism, and facuity unions often iack;' Y
effective. sanctions to apply against the administration |

© Of course, the picture may change as unions gain tactical experience
'and widér iegis]ative support. At thz same time, administrators may also gain
“'some,of the same po]itical advantages. In short, our general conc]usion is tha#
e although co]lective bargaining does complicate the administrative process,
administrators do not appear to have lost power, and may potentia]]y have more

-- as we will explain next. - ' -

by

C ~ i
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!-hed THE THRUST TOWARD ADMIMISTRATIVE PONER
' :Hhiie a net dec]ine of administratiVe power at unionized schools is

o

\'questionabie, it is evident that the iocus of decision making within the

e’

administrative hierarchy has changed : 1
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Tfé IMPA CT OF COLLBCTIVE BA RGAINING QN YOUR CAMPUS
(Reapondents from Campuses \mth Umons

A, Power of [B. Power of|{C. Power of
. Administra- |Off-Campus | Faculty on
i ftion has: State Agen- |Administrati
- cies has:  ([[ssues has::
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ALL INSTITUTIONS Presidents(N = 205) | 14 :46 41 |36 60 4 |37 49
: Chairpersons (N = 185) 5 39 56 |30 65 f; 162 30 .9
BROKEN DOWN. BY INSTITUTION TYPES
1.. Multiversities . ‘
Presidentis (N = 8) 4 0 67 33 (50 50 0| 0 88 13
Chairpersons (N = 9) 0 67 33 |22 56 22 |88 13 .0
2. ' Public Colleges and Universities. , '.
Presidents (N = 49) 10 51 39 |57 3; 7 |31 57 .12
Chairpersons (N = 42) ' 2 31 67 |51 3 15 (72 25 3
"3, Liberal Arts Colleges : . A - , L
) Presidents (N = I1) 36 55 9 ] 0 100 0 36’ 55 9
®  Chairpersons (N = 12) 8 33 58 110 90 0 |67 "33 O
/ ' i o
4. 2-Year Colleges 7’ #’{; -
' Presidents (N = 135) 14 42 44 J30 66 4 42".'44 14
Chairpe;:ﬂ:s (N = 126) 6 41 53 (25 73 2 |56 32 12
. ‘ /
,, f’ » »
» i ‘' ‘.
;.4 B 6 ' * a..‘-
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THE IMPACT OF COLLECTIVE BA RGAINING
ON VARIOUS AD. INISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES |
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s "'«C’ollectnre ba rgaining will : ’ /le. 21 22 N 3 .
17 i.ncrease the power of the e - - " ‘,‘;‘ N » '
o jadmmxstratlon at the expense <l . Y e

/ | of the faculty. . : < | ' : .

b.ﬂ 'Sys.texgn managemént'is b 78 76 ' __(3)
- increasing all thle time.v : , T ' .
'C. 1 prefer bindifg arbitration . 20 35 81

. 'as.a strategy forisettling

. disputes, ' .

D. .Collective bargaining will ' 84 83 53 ¢
increase the influence of ° o o . . ' .
. “Joutside agencies (arbitratogs T ' . - - d
courts, or sta.: genc1es). T
N E. Collective bargammg w111 35 . ‘55 . 84
stimulate greater faculty ' '
.c_oncern about state and
local politics.s &~ "
F. 'Collective bar.gali"ning will ’ ( ‘ e 15 - 68 32
\cause specialists (é. g..lawyers, . ‘ I o
":_rha.nagement experts) to replace
generalists in the admlm_gtratmns. ‘
d [+ v , f L.
G.  Collective bargaining will demoératize 14 26 72
o decision making by giving junior' ) _ :
faculty a greater xole. : i R ' : : nE
H. Collective bargaining will increase 10 20 N 7 B
' the effectweness of campus . . : ® o » .
governance, ' . - e -

. A
1. All respondents, both umomzed and non-unionized‘campuses, Responsc dealt
. with gencral national trcnds, not necessanly what would happcn on the rcspondent'
i spccd‘m campus, ? . :
The range of answers wae ''strongly agree, agree,ncutral, d1sagree, strongly
dxsa_gree. " In this chart "agred'eqlials all "agtrongly agree' of "agree.'l .

'
-
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Until recently most large four-year institutiOns were decen-
tralized organizations, With departments, schools, and colleges tra—

ditionally involved ‘in institutional deCiSion making But . fiscal

(

‘,stringenCies have forced many governing boards to take a more active'

-

role in campus affairs--at the expense of both decentralized deCision

making bodies and presidential authority. This pattern exists whether
' . . . o« . -
the institutions have unions or not. AlthoughM many trustees con-
. . " i

sider themselves novices in academic affairs, deferring to the faculty,

,they are confident about fiscal matters, and present financ1al crises"

( .
have moved trustees to the frort line of dec1sion making

In both publi% and private institutions, the movement toward

i ] . /—
coordination and centralization of policy making, particularly on

economic.issues, has climbed upward from desartments, to. schools,  to

the central administration, and ultimately to off-campus authorities.
3

In New ‘York, for example, the grim forecast of! limited funds, de-

clining enrollments, and a surplus of people With advanced degraes - }'

has forced the CommisSioner of Education to recommendiphaSing out

’ vt A

some doctoral programs at both public and private institutions ;'As

the Commiss10ner poted in a 1975 interview, "The old‘ notion of complete '

,.institutional vutonomy 4S out. . Nobody can do as he exactly pleases

3

In addition to these‘bther forceﬁ, f;culty collective bargaining s
helpsmto push power upward with boards' and administrators functioning ’
as ' employers" involved in governance. It is condeivable that%some- b

administrations and boards ‘may reclaimaauthority from faculty se ates

in order to bargain effectively with a faculty union. Because

.tive bargaining has so. far concentrated on economic issues, it }s

.l‘\.
I v 9
expected to be an espeCially strong stimulus to incpeasing trustee
. - . ) R - ] * . o . . ‘al
N ‘ {4 . ' . - ] s -’;‘.
. ) , . 7 _ # :
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| 1n3§ivement. A recent study of trustees at unlonlzed communlty

such as class size and‘faculty work load, and to take an ac;ive role- .-

. in' decision.making alongside the union. A similar study of six upe‘~

officials ‘who become involved in bargalnlng tend to 1mpose on the

periods of negotiation. (Falcone, 1975)

: .jQuestlon'B, show that about 75 percent of both two- year and four- - /

"4
l‘f

\

4

collegesggncovered a’ new form of "shared authorlty"--trustee part1c1-
pation in dec151ons that were once the pre51dent's perogatlve.
(Channlng, Stelner, Tlmmerman, 1973) TrUStees were more inclined

to ask questions, to be more.aware of‘the ramifications of issues
: . : ' e '

[} o M

s,

state New York" community . colleges revealed that local government”

&

campus the rndustrlal bargaining model-w1th which they are familiar-~
L

at the expense of campus collegiality. A majority of campus  ad-

ministrators and ‘faculty members surveyed in the study said that

outside partjicipation contributed to the adverse relatignships during

In addition, the dynamics of collective bargaining force many
changes. A union adapts to the organ1§atlon it wants to influence,

‘that is, "parallel power pyramids™ If the campus

¥

is organized locally, the union Orgzﬁﬁwlg‘f . If the campus .

is part of a system, the union organizes systemwide; and system-level

. . 4 4 .
-influence 1is growing. Our survey asked presidents of non-unionized

and unionized campuses their' reaction to the statement, "System

_management is increasing a11 the time-." The responses in Flgure 2, .

year college presidents agreed with the .statement. In multicampus

systems the bargaining unit is usually systemwide, with a membership'

. .. . » TN /
that ‘includes other academic employees as well as faculty. Large '4

A\ {
bargaining ‘units inevitably force centralized boards to claim the

. . -’ - 9

B
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" and that'budget‘control may thrust state-agencies directly tnto

"blems and the major fights will inevitably set precedents and have

El
A .

bargaining authorlty over a wide range of 1ssues.

}
At publlc institutions the 1nt usion of state qfflclals into

chmpus affalrs is most llkely to .occ 1n the f1nanc1a1 areaLj The

dlfflculty 1s‘thaF economic _and academlc issues are hard to separate, o

academic matters. To begin with, negotiations almost always oeccur
at the system level, but the daily give and take under the agreement

will happen on the localhcampus: Nevertheless, the'unresolved pro-

ramifications for the whole system. And the system experts--the

' lawyers, the contract specialists--will leap into action. The pattern

of increased outside control is echoed in our surpey. One question
N2 . ,
asked, "How has faculty collective bargaining affected the power of

. ‘
off-campus, central agencieS’on.your .campus?" Few felt that central
C)

power had decreased, and about half saad it had increased as a result
N %

of collective bargalnlng The results were falrly consistent "for

all types .of institutions. Union officials were less pessimistic

. than presidents. (See Figure 1, Question.B) R

o

Our respondents also agreed that ?Wherever it occurs, faculty
collective bargaining"willéresult in greater {nfluence Oon campus
decision making by outside agencies (e.g.,'arhitrators, equrts, or
state agencies) " (See Figure 7, Q[estlon D) Generaliy most felt
that collectlve bargalnlng in public 1nst1tut10ns will stlmulate
greater faculty concern about state and local pOllthS.v (See Figure

Question Ef ) o f . -

In short, these responses indicate that co]lcctlve bargaining

is one more factor promoting centralized decision maklng Up tO'now,

L . . 10 \ v
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-

\collective,bargaining has been a .relatively weak force; it is still

’

in its infancy. Yet, tpe reciprocal c1rc1e feeds on 1tself power

moves off campus to, systemw1de boards, \.the unionm organlzes on’'a

system basls to gain 1nfluence, and 1n turn this drives even more

issues from the "local campus into the hands of the system board.

'Off-qgmpﬁs officials well versed in academic affairs may.turn'

t

out in the'long run to be as equally effectlve dedision. makers as

are the 1oca1 faculty aﬁaJadmlnlstrators ‘But'sometlmes state offi-

cials not well-tralned in the subtleties of academe .mightfallow

political demarnids and debts to interfere with the peaceful operation-

of institutions. Th1s same process could also expose campus admlnl-

strators to 1ncreas{?gﬂpo;1t1cal pressures.: . ,
. » . \

'THE LOSERS IN THE POWER PLAY ' LS yd

The shift of power within administrative ranks associated wiph

s
rd

‘collective bargainihg of ten result in a loss of power and imfluéhce

-for several classes‘bi_admimistrators While quite obv1ous1y local

,

condltlons ‘have a great bearlng on who wins and loses in the redis- .

tr1butlon of power, e be11eve it is possible to 1dent1fy several
administrative compongﬁts who generally stand to lose the most.

pepartment é&g;rpersons have tradltlonally performed at least
8,

;".' “

some admlnlstr&kl‘J-;asks on most campuses. Th;s‘fact has created a

1.9
problem oféim?ense,prh_ rtions when collectlve bargalnlng arrives.

Should de?ar@;znﬁ,&hal‘persons be included in the bargalnlng unit?
_--" < e &" ;

Because depa t/bhalrpersons are ne1ther employer nor employee,

SRR

there is no' 1mple answer. Yet there is no mlddle ground in collective

bargaining--they must be class1f1ed |_as one or the other. Department

S ‘ 11 . "
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,chairperSons themgelves are not usually clear about their role. For

-

"example, at-the University of Delaware, a poll-conducted prior to
:/ ' ’ . - :
the unit determination revealed that one-third-of the chairpersons

‘considered thems€lves "managers" and preferred to stay out of thg\
unit. (Boyer,‘1979) : Co “ ‘ SRR o .
: A | U
—/jgmludlng chairpersons from the bargalnlng unit has obvious
consequences for shared governance: influentialyfaculty leaders
would be on gthe opposite side of the-managerialcfcnce‘from their
colleagues, and peer decision maklng in the departments would undoub—

tedly be affected. The 1mp1;catlons are greatest at 1nst1tutlons

with a history of.strong.faculty'infruence over departmental po;}gies, =

! [ .

because excluded chairpersons,would be 'more management-oriented.
That division could paraly:ze therdepartggxf, thereb§"encouraging
critical deciston making to\be usurped by the school deans. \

But department chairperspns included in the unit‘may be subject

to préssures from al% sideg. Under most collective”bargaining

agreements, they)arg required'to administer procedural aspects of
the "contract such a3 lty evaluation, workload adjustments, and

grievance processing. At the same time, they must retain-their func—_

tlons in substantive dec}slon making such as tenure conferral dis~
l

o

mlssals, and appo;ntmez}s. A new collectlve bargalnlng contract often
produces a "Shirt-pockét contract mentallty," with faculty metbers

]
acting as quas1 1awyers, checking their ever-ready contracts against\

L) 4

possible admlnlstratnve v1olatlons. Thls rklentless and defens1ve

faculty behav1or can frustrate department chalrpersons from 1mpos1ng

w

>

= Lt 12 - B
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l-eanctlons'or making baéé'decisiomg;, A repriand or,tenure‘denlal -
N '°may pboduéé,an instant'confrontatiOn with the union and the possible
| filimg og'a grievance. . | .
'In»CUNY's'four-year-institutions the‘departments have'been instru-
"; mental in hiring, promotlng, and tenurlng faculty, and the department
" cbaarpersons have always played a key role in the process. Under
), ' ’

collectlve bargalnlng, the un1t determlnatlon 1ncluded department

- chalrpersons with the faculty. As a result, chalrpersonsvwa“ three

hats: ' (1) Supervisor: Management expects department cha1rpersons
to be accountable for careful decislon maklng at a’ tlme of declining

o

growtb and "ténurlng ln”; (2) Faculty Spokesman : Faculty expect

their elected d%igrtment chalrpersons to be their advocates, and

(3) Shop Steward" The union after battling with the adm1n1stratlon

to secure procedural guarantees in perSOnnel decision maklng, expect

department chalrpersons to scrupulously ‘oversee contract prov181ons.”
° Névertheless, the CUNY unmon has often lodged grievances agalnst

"department chalrpersons. JWhlle grievances are formally filed against

- i

C . - “the un1vers1ty, @&partment cha1rpersons are usually called as admlnl-
stratlve witnesses in hearlngs ) And yet, the union does not want

’ department chalrpersons to be consxdered management, although ‘the

-

.4.‘,

has defended department cha1rpersons agalnst union

attack. In.short, the‘chairpeﬁ;ons becomes the man in the middle, .

. ’ . LA

subjected to all kinds of cross-pressures. : . .

o .' Plafling the middleman is obviously a difficult role. In the.
words of a union past-president,
+ St ke ) ) . ’Jl
AR o 13- #
. . LA | .
. - . : - ' '.t‘f,"z.ﬁ . . .
s J# :' 4",\-“'?




At Rutgers when you file a grievance, if it was
your department that made the decision’, the grie-
vance is aéainet the dean (grievances are always
, B : ’ formally filed againsf‘the administration or the
institution). This clearly defines the adversaries.
The department, members whé made the decision can’
' M then serve as Qitnesses for. the dean in a formal
hearing. But the thing that does disturb us is
that itlleavesvus operni to the'accusation,that we
are evading facuity resﬁonsibility by egting as ce
agents of fhe dean. ' (Laity, 1972, p. 71)
One escape for the department chairpefSOn is to back Quﬁ as a
witness supporting the dean ‘and to let the dean seek the assistanee
of uﬁi&ersity counsei This suggestlon by a CUNY union chalrperson

would essentlally destroy. peer rev1ew” for the right to demand that

professional experts alone can Judge profe551onal performance is

balanced by theeprofessionel responsibility to accept and support

the decisions:*,However, this buck-passing tendencyiie aimqst un~
ayoidable when the depar%menF chairperson is part of  the unioh;nghe
role is much too'complex and chairpersons pulled in.too many'differenf

. Y L
! . - . hd 0
directions. CL . n :

n

While the chairperson's behavior may change throughqinclu51on in

o

/ ‘ﬁ:,,
faculty bargaining units, the administration's attitude towarGWQF

partmental effectiveness also may be alteved, As one CURY dean noted,
the departhent chairpersons more and more "waffle and buck-pass where

‘hard decisions are needed." The power of chairpersons diminishes as
)

o .. | L 14
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higher admlnlstrators begln to dlstrust the decisions- belng forwarded,
and as they shift admlnlstratlve funct%ons to hlgher level admlﬁl-
strators.l Under such’ circumstances the first line of obJectlve,‘ X
§er10us decision making w111 not g\\the department, but will be at

~the school dean's level or in school wide faculty review commlttees.

N

* Some . 1nst1tutlons may formalize this shrft of power by administra-

tive reorganization. 'An admlnlsSIator at the Unlver51ty of Scranton,
T . % § \«
suggested as a solution the ellmlnatlon,of departments~a1together,

consolidating them into several academic divisidns‘édmiﬁistered by
a névw level of assistant deans. In our oplnlon elimjnating depart-

ments is unllkely because they are more than mere admlnistratlve sub-’

«

units. They are the dlsc1p11nary homes of professionals ‘trained in

a particular world-view, who are not likely to surrender the;r'iden-
tification for administrative convenience. Conceivably, departments

?

might be combined into division units at small, single-campus in-

stitutions with little faculty participation in personnel® matters.

Such organizational changes would have to be made ‘before ‘unions arrive
. ’ ’4\ ra .

-

.~ to resist structural realignment.

L The most likely trend for campus administration is teo-add associat
' deans and other specialists to fill. the administrative functions not
e N

effectively served by chairpersons)who, as mefibers of faculty bar-

gaining units, are partly under u ion control. The growth of middle

o

) . ’ . ' o . .
management seems inevitable; but at] the same time our case studies
. 5

[ N n [}

revealed that frustration, isolatiop, and insecurity.are prévalént

1

deans, budget officérs, and others

A

7 “" within the middle management category. 'In most instances, middle- .

within the ranks ofideané, assistan

level administrators are not included in either faculty bargaining




‘un1ts or at the barga1n1ng table as part of the employer contingent. :
Yet the dec1s;ons reached through bargalnlng affect the:r salaries
and frlnge beneflts, the1r professlonal roles, and their managerial
respon51b111t1es. <M1ddle-1eve1 administrators consequently fear
belng squeezedibetueen the opposing'forces of collective bargaining
and.economic %étrenchment. At Rutgers Unlversity one administrative
official and his co-workers'discussed \gheir parapeia about the bar-
galnlng process,_notlng that most ‘¢ us employee groups'were unionized;‘
and that students also had galned access to decisian-making channels, |

mleav1ng out only m1dd1e management. ‘"When the}cut in personnel costs

comes," said one staffer, "you'can.guess who will be forced to absorb

.that blow _ n * RN

identification with the top adm1n1stration, m1ddLe level adm1n1strator

s

With only a slight 1nvolvement in faculty unions and a tenuous . :
:)

may ev1dence a half- hearted commltment to effective dec1slon maklng,v

Middle managers and even deans may- jOln department cha1rpersons,\

.

refusing to handle dec1slons if the ‘benefits they receive do not out-
weigh the costs of 1ncreasing antagonlsm and conf11ct from co-workers.‘
And this is partlcularly’true as -they become aware that the trend to-
’Ward.admlnlstratlve centralization has removed their ablllty to
make'effectlve dec1s1ons. Aﬁyone dean said, "I'm damn smck of the
Vice President hold1ng me accountable, yelling that I pass the buck'
when everybody'knows-he-long ago took away most of the deans' neal
i o
power." Cdllective bargaining, then, reinforces already.existing
tnends that have long been undermining middle'management. |

~
v ‘ TA] ° 05 . ’ »
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Most 1abar leglslatlon excludes supervﬁﬁgﬂF% butlkome state laws, ‘-

such as NeWLYork's Tay or Law, allow middle, management to form ﬁf

unions. Recently a study was compieted of ‘the contracts negotlated *
by'admlnxstratlve barga1n1ng unlfg at four community colleges ;n _
New York--Ononﬁaga, Orange, Suffolk and Ulster.‘ The Ulster:contnact'
descrlbes the bargalnlng as: - "all full- t1me professxonal admlnlstra-‘
tive personnel with the. exceptlon of the Pres1dent Dean of the |

S . ‘Faculty, Dean of Administration, and Dean of Students.ww Interestln%;y”

the study of these four contracts: ,concluded that they closely resem-

bled contracts bargained for by faculty groups. (Newsletter, The

Nationai Center for the Study of Collective Barga;nlng in Higher
. r ¥

»

A ‘Education, March/April, 1975) Middle-level managers,_faeed with pro-"

blems similar to thoser@hreatening faculty members,_are?iikeiy to

also ‘seek the right to form unions--thdsfcftating etillﬂenothér'

‘potential campus veto group. ' ) M

. (

Usually campus Qres1dents are not cons1dered mldale management,
{

but in 1arge state systems the tw1n forces of system-level centra- ]

'R

4
lization and collectlve bargaining may make them §0. - Our survey data

-
.

clearly show that presidents of unionized campuses within state‘systemsf

see their power dividing between faculty unions and system managementg;ﬁ

. .
[

In addition, fhey are becoming more accoyntable to an enlarging circle’

\ofﬂevaiuators;*local union officials, system officers, and legisléf_’
tors‘withfpolitical'embitions; Will cempus presidentsﬂkali setween
the cracks? | o

Centrallzcd bargalnlng may cut both ways, somctlmcs helpmng the

B local presidents, sometimes hurting. A local campus pre51dent may
o R , /

A

, | R : - L . t:';q/y, .
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, sigb‘with relief that most of the conflict between administrators
'andiunion officials'oceurs-at oentralsheadouarters, and notiln‘his
office. " Off- -campus decisions leave more - tlme for looal pre51dents
to streng}hen the1r academ1c and 1ntelleetual leadershlp A CUNY

‘:central adm1n1strator told us that desprte the perceptlons of local \

presldents; th1s is exactly’what has happened w1th1n the system as

o

a result.of centrallaatlon of‘baqgalnlng? Other, benef1ts may result

ot

.as well. 1In CUNY collectlve bargalnlng has actually helped tle the,
sprawllng system together. "Ev1dence abounds that local chlef ad-- .-
- mlnlstrators are now accounxable to the central adm1n1stratlon in

ways hot deemed neeessary before collectlve barga1n1ng And at the

* 4 N

local un1ts. employees now ‘have 1nformatlon about budgets, salaries,

v

etc., .nformatlon dlfflcult to acquire’ before the time of collectlve
: . e i

- B ah s T

bargalnlng " (Doh 197u, p. 39) - - . . L

-
i

Not all the results are pos1t1ve, h0wever, and the costs can be
high. By sh1ft1ng power upward and off campus, centrallzed,collectlve’

bargainxng lessens the dec1s1on making autqnomy of adm1n1strators,
. i,

. . . . A

schools, and departments on the local campuses. -In°addition, the, ‘.
fragmentatlon of union. groups leads to a’"multiple adversary system "
with many of the adversaries making end runs around the local adm}nl-.

strators, appealing d1reotly to all. "employer" groups who can-in<«,

~

fluence bargalning. Elected officials, government bureaucrats, and

'f” campus adm1n1strators perform employer-llke functions w1th llttle co~

.

i

ordinatlon and, frequently, with much contradiction” of effort. Forvfi.

-

both the unionrgnd the campus president this prollferatlon of

. "bosses" poses complex problems. Both union ‘and presldent at,CUNY,-
¥ ] 4 . g .

' . . . K .
; ) A . i .
‘y . R v . . .
‘ 1 8 * ‘ ’ ' ‘ *
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flocal campUs‘presidents to:middle managefa wh

: . , 18
‘V N . e . N R [ .
for example. have to, deal in deveral arenas that include the Board R,
of H;gher Educatlon of New York, the New York Cltw admlnlstratlon,.‘

ang the New York State leglslature. - The 1ntr1cate s1tuatlon 1nv1tes

.

a round -rohin of buck passing.’ Lo -

g may eventUally reduce -

O
Wy

Inﬂshort, the complexltles of powe€-shar'

‘execute policy.but

have little influencefon the declslons. And although faeéItles have. T

>~

' vxewed their presldents as bargalning adver aries, they may regret

' -1051ng their academlc spokesmen.

0

THE CHANGING CHARACTER OF CAMPUS ADMINISTRATION .

As campuses struggle with new ‘problems and demands, thelcharacterlf
of campus administration changes. One consequence,is an expansionb
of ‘the administrative ranks, for the growing complexity of campus
management;creates a need_for new groups-of experts.. At the s%méal

time, many faculties, seeing their own niumbers level off or decline,

,ﬁre suspicious and resentful of "administrative featherbedding." On

some campuses, faculty. resentment has led to a new game--"Phone book

research " The phone book often shows a greater percentage of adm1n1-

strators today than a decade ago, g1V1ng solid ammunltlon to those

who complain that administrators are not sharlng"the consequences'
of retrenchment There are good reasons, however, to explaln why .
the number of admlnlstrators is 1ncrea51ng and thelr tasks are
changing. Collectlve bargalnlng, co1nc1d1ng with a host of other
demands, helps produce a dlfferent kind of campus management o
SPECIALISTS REPLACE GENERALISTS Ny T Q'
" One sign of the changing times in the institntions stndiedﬁis‘

19
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the influx of sﬁeclalists into adminlstrative ranks.r\gaculty
L . o

t‘T:;—g‘reraligts, lorng the source ofsmost administrators, usually lack “. "

]

e
,(the expérlence?and skxlls to cope with negotiating and adm1n1ster1ng 3
. ’ ’, - -

a collectlve*bargagning contract. 0 e specialist cr1t1ca1 to success- v

.ful ?argainlng 1s the institutional researchen At Central Mlchigan'b;
. L , L
3} \

'Uni r51ky, for,example, a reseaﬁch team is considered neces%ary to
'Al(l) prepare for negotlatlons by gathering backéround data on thé -4h-
stiFution and LtS faculty, (2) prov1de detailed and specific 1nfor-

v
. mation to adminlstrators engaged in negotlatlons, (e g costing out

- a union ret1rement proposal), and (3) record grievances questions;
contract v1olations andgunexpected costs occurring durrngvthe |
administration bf//;e contract' _As Qne CMU off1c1a1 noted,

The domsensus’ of the adm1n1 tration is that\sggcess\\

‘is the d1rect product ofaplanﬁQng and preparation.‘

Preparation means investlgating all possible proposals

before those proposals come to the bargaining table

The bargaining team must know as muc;.about EollCleS;'

costs, and political ramifications so that nothing

eurprisee them. ‘Everylpossiple issue must be identi-. - .A)j

‘fied and then a continuum developéd”from the 'best

4&;€AE: " of all worlds' to the *worstjpf“ali worlds.' - Thus °

e : the team can identify the limits within w;ich they

can potentially. agrﬁe. (Kieft, 1973, p. 6)

i ' Lawzers are considered essential to successful negotiation and are

becoming morq\:ital to contract adminletration, particularly in rela-

Ltion to person 14po1icy and practices. .In addition: labor relations




. . . v . o -
‘pe‘v’. .v". o . K . S . ‘s . | 0
experts and budget offlcens are p1ay1ng a larger role in qucatronél C
L .
admlnlstratlon. Whlle 1t may seem anomolous to be enlarglng the

S ;‘admlnlstratlon when d943c1ts demand cost- cuftlng, hlring specma}lsts

ce N

may beva shrewd management technlque that Sntually c%fs 1ong run‘
‘._c\sfs, partlcularly those which, 11ke frlnge beneflts, "pyramld"
S , L v Lo
fa ) :

into the future.v « o S s

. =m bt ' .

The SPAG survey asked‘respondents how collectlve bargalnlng haslf

. affected tRe meeaf?%r spec1allzed admlq}stratlve manpower on thelr - ‘ e

-
'

campus.~ Over 85 percent of the pres1dents responded that the need - / $
. ' . : .
had increased; not a s1qg1T pres1dent reported a decrease. Slxty

tpercent ofs the union cha1rpersons agreed the need for spec1a{§sts'- - ﬂﬁ

.,

had 1ncreased and like the pre81dents, the consensus was un1form B
-

y

—

across 1nst1tutlona1 types. Not only do- presldents feel that more gkifﬂ
spec1a11sts w111 be needed but’ they expect these experts eventually

' to replace the generallsts. On th;s_lssue, however,.the union’ off1c1a1s,
disagreed-see Figure.?2, Question'f. - o 4
hed iNFORMATION(SHAﬁ&NG o | U

Collective bargaining gﬂlks”the,faculty greater access to de-

cision-making channels becdause it compels the/administratiOn to bar-
- gain with faculty union representatives in good fa1th, and it compels
.. .. them to share 1nformatuon with- the unlon, something admlnlstrators l

have been he81tant to do with faculty groups in the past. Admini-

/,

strator's- control of information acts to curta11 effectlve faculty

1

SO ~part1c1patlon 1n campus dec1slon making. For example, a department

cannot dedide whether to add a seminar with 20 studenta or an intro-
/

ductory course w1th'200 unless it has access to\the budget allocatlons

2 L 21
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"reluctance to share needeéd 1nformatlon with governlng bod1es, turn

1mdsf be éresented to both union and senate. At unionized campuses L

| thisihas resulted in an increased faculty impact on administrative -

.hed . ,‘ﬁ}.‘ .

Co
a¥

'3made information exchange a mandamory part of the bargalnlng pro-

decision making ‘The SPAG questlonnalre asked whether collectlve bar-

: o . . g - .
and to the long-range plans’ and priorities of the institution.
. - ) .., : _ s .

s

a

The laws ahd therrulings of collective bargaining boards have -

cess. This is oné reason tée fachlty, frustrated by adm1n1strat1ve‘}

' \ .’ ]

to ‘unionization im the flrst place If administrators want tradi- Lo
J .

tlonal senaIes.and committees to co-exist with unions, information

i

ga1n1ng has 1ncreased faculty influence over issues that were preVLous— i

ly the doma1n of admlngstrators on the1r campus ‘Roughly a third of

the campus presidents indicated that therinfluence‘of the faculty

- 'y i ’ . : : - ) . .
had increased, with the highest level of agreement-~42percent--in ‘e
two-year institutions. There weré® about twice as many union chair-

persons who said faculty influence had increased.- While many in both )

~ groups reported no 51gn1f1cant change 1ﬁ'faculty 1nfluence, only a

handful sald collectlve bargaining had decreased it. (éee Figure 1, Ei

Ques&ion C) } { ‘ y . CL,

; -

THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF INFLUENCE VERSUS THE PROLIFERATION OF VETO GROUPS
Ga1ns ;Q faculty power are not restrlcted to a few, but are’

spread among a range of faculty members. Because bargalnlng units in

“higher educatlon are broadly comprlsed of manv different k1nds of -

K i
"leveLnng" actlon has occurred. Lafge unionized units can’ democratnﬂe, ‘

i

academlc employges, often from dmsp:?ate 1nst1tut10na1 types, a

decision processes--sometlmes at the expense of prcvious power-hol%FrSJ

-

3
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} Judging whether»this outcome is Bood or ‘bad depends on one's values,.
4
the local 1nst1tut10n s history, and one's bellefs abom; profe551on-
. ; o

‘alism.’ At unlodlzed schools about 25 percent of pre51dents and 72

S .

percent of faculty chalrpersons agreed that faculty collect1ve

L3

'bargalnlng will democratlze dec151on maklng by allow1ng junior

\

faculty to play a greater role. (See Flgure 2, Question G)W‘f,

A
L4 -

.;' As more groups become 1nvolved in decision miii§é, some ‘people

'~'ar that campus processes may g&&nd to a halt because d601810n‘ o
> - o .

maklng commlt es will be trapped'by the competlng cla1ms of 1nter-'i

- ck
est group54 Dav1d Relsman,'ln The Lone;y Crowd, popularlzed the w,, 3

term "vetdégroups" TheSe are groups in a complex’ society that

cancel each other out, that canwgggp action, and that rarely co-
A
opera%f enough to accompllsh anything. Is 1t possible that veto
,‘\, f‘ﬁ"-ﬂ"" r

_fzggroups#are howi‘&panding on our complex campuses? Are the env1ron-

mental stresses and the economic problems generating so ﬂany con-
_ . o PN
flicting demands and so many hostile interest jgroups that creative
- o , '

v
!

fawz

action may be.stifled?
Unionism will probably contrlbute to th1s cOmplex environment.
Certa1nly, the respondEnts to our questlonnalre had divided" oplnlons

on thls isspe. We: asked for agreement or dlsagreement with the

4 4 v
- statement "Collective bargalnlng will. increase the effectlveness of
campus governance " The answers wipe sharply different between

presidents and union off1c1als. Setween 10 and 20 percent .of the
pre51dents agreed buE an overwhelmlng 77 percent of the unlon_

Fhalrpersons agreed. (See Flgure 2, Question.H)’

Bargalnlng, then, tends to 1ncrease faculty 1n{lmence over adff
.. {u r
nlnastratlve issues and to democratlze faculty power To., the extent

s
1“ that thls enfranchises the faculty in general and ‘junior faculty 1n

-

*
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~and others, 1960, p. 952)

- .

‘partidular, it broadens participation in governance and also re-

stricts'administrative arbitrariness. Howevef, to the extent that

it produces another entrenched veto group on caﬁpus, it threatens:

to stalemate effective %}vernance.

'ADMINISTRATIVE RATIONALTIZATION VERSUS PARALYSIS OF THE NITPY GRE?TY

~ . The economic crisis and- collectlve bargaining combine to.force

<5 'y

?

administrators to perform a more efficient management fuﬁction. In

order to ‘conduct negotlatlons, the admlnlstratlon must analyze the
L i

cd§t Sf varlous proposals advanced by unlon bargiigzys, and must

/ project future impacts on the 1nst1tut10n. As one authorlty dn

collective bargaining in the industrial sgctor noted, "Whether the

union influsnce is weak or strong, it will always tend to fopce
s

management to gLnsider the probable consequences of its proposedL“ fx
L) .

. decisions and to adjust those decisionssaccordin ."* (Schlicter
_ gly

- ’ ..
S W e .%
) - . / b

Since most union demands concer
: r 1

. e )
decision making, it is. especially crucial that admin}ét;ators e¢h4

sidégbthe long-range consequences of accepting pneposals such as a
new fringe benefit plan or shortening the;Fbobationary period for’
t is unli%eky that the

— .
ave been impru--'

tenureg Once these matters are settled,

administration éan successfully regain what might
dently: bargalned away.

the exercise of:admlnxstratlveAauthorlty.‘;Racu ty have turned to

*

e L
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"the 1mp11cat10ns of COntractual prov131ons, but also the exp11c1t '

T .
X%

‘ ' »
C s » . . o . i
colléctive bargaining,contracts provides ‘concise Fuidelines for an
’ .- A‘- o . . Je o S . o -«
insecure faculty. In addition, everyone from the president on

T SR . N | L
down who discharges adminlstratave dutieés must understand not only (,1

details At -SUNY-Cortland, for example, the f1rst contract was,

4

qulckly followed by related policy changes from thq~£oand of Trusteéb

and’én addlzﬁonal "twenty -one typed, s1ng1e-spaced pagés of memop—

anda of understanding at the local léﬁel whlch have the‘foﬁce of the

agreement." (Hedgepeth, i97u, PP- L1-12):-'J/)

-

'_3 Adg{nistering%by-the-book can, dramatically affect the free-

wheeling administrator. Department chairpersons‘as,weli as campus

.
v

: . ’ . B ,71{2‘ v
presidents may simply be overwhelmed gby paper work and complex pro-

..cedural requirements} For examﬁle»‘pn study suggests that an in-

creasing.amount of a,community college president's work day is com- .

mitted to contract-related noneducational matters. Chief among them
. + s"

is grievance processing, advising lowér-leyel administrators, and . o

pPlanning for the new bargaining sessions. (Channing, Steiﬁer, and 3

Timmerman, 1973) | |
T0fsummarlze, on. one hand procedural regulations w111 help,

.,.

ratlonallze the admlnlsfratlon and protect the faculty from anl—.

- -

' trar1ne§s3|on the other hand, the,proliferation of organizational

' CONCLUSION I -

-

"rules could create a situation best termed "the paralysis of ‘the

-

nitty gritty." ' : -

4 - *

We have explored the impact of bargalnlng on campus administra-

,tion. Since the discussion has been often 1nvolved and beset w1th

seemlngly contradlctovy 1nformat10n, our conpluslons are summarlzed
L o S ‘ )
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:as follows: . j

~

#

11-‘;>esidents,on unionized campuses say they have lost

;‘k

’,.Pre51dents of campuses in“ata?@%systems are partlc-‘ T

makiqg.. IR . . .

institutional researchers.

v . ) - T a - .
ﬁower{to uhioniaed faculty; all presidents fofesee: ;‘ ‘

steady er051on of pre51dent1a1 admlnlstratlve capa- “;;*
city by faculty unlons i ' : ' ‘ “ ‘:" o ]
In’ sélte of’ presidentlal opiniens, other'evideﬁeev :£7~" h
~1gd1cates that therg is actually a shlft toward :f;{ .

admlnlstratlve power, partlcularly governlng board '-:

* T - . . .
LM ’r.._V ¥ . Y [ ¢ o e
. . Tk o
S o

”, pewer at sxngle campuees X L e _3,¢a§9
S;stemw1de collective bargaxnlng drlves power tq the = "ﬁ'
systemﬁadm;ﬂlstratzrs, "paralle} power pyramlds"zaqe
arranged to,coqrdlnate unloﬁ-and system. ' _ o~

at #

lularly vulnerable to a’two-dlrectlonal power loss=--

to u&ﬁoniied/gggggg_gnd;téacentpal headquarterSQ .

A majorlty of both campus pre31dents and union chair-

" persons foresee out51ders such as arbltrators and

o ¥ .
courts playlng a greater role in campus dec1slon T
. [4 Y
order to negotiate and adfiinister contracts suc- \ -

cessfully, the administration'is likely to replace - -

ignal faculty-related generalié?% with special-
ists such\as lawyers; labor.relatién experts, and & -

. N . . } * | ." '
Despite increasing numbers, middleelevel_administra:\*'q"
tors are likely to feel that baréaining occurs at

their expense.

.V e
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omplex prOVJSthS of contracts compound the

A » . h = . . Sy

”‘fﬁ <. 'dlfficultles of admmlstrat‘lonQ L S e

.9, Qampuses are 1ncrea51ng1y balkanized into "veto

-.groups"” under the influence of ‘external economic

and social forces: : . 4 ~ .

) h » ! 4 . o Y
10. Admlnlstratlve discretion to respond to campus T

o~ ' problems w111 be 1ncreas1ng1y clrcumscrlbed by

contractual provisions, part;cularlxrln personnel.
: o U A

areas.

o . i 9

We cannot‘evaluate the overabl impact of faculty collectiVe

- bargaining on campus admlnlstratlon because too. much depends oﬁ

prior 1nst1tutlona1 and 1nd1v1dua1 charécterlstlcs, and dn the

>
i N

ability and desIre of those 1nvolved in bargalnlng to understand

_» and cdntrql it. Whether the overall result is beneficial also de-

"pends on one's position in the system;vobviously all observers, in-

e cluding these'authors,:bring prejudices\spd vested interests. Never-

’

Ao theless, we be11eVe 1t 1s p6551b1e to 1dent1fy several p051t1ve and

negative 1mpacts collectlve bargalnlng has .had on campus admlnlstra-
tlon.' On the negatlve sade, collegeallty among administrators and
d faculty is 11ke1y to suffer as speclallsts such as lawyers, labor

3 relatlons experts, and 1nst1tut10na1sresearchers replace trad1t10na1

'faculty generallsts 1n ‘the admlnlsvratlve rankc Under the 1nf1u-

ence of externalwe@onomlc and soc1a1 forces, campuses are balkanlzed

;anto-veto'groups, maklng them even harder to manage. ‘At the same

I3

-ftlme, admlnlstrat;ve d;scretlon to respond to campus problems will

C . R

”Lbe 1ncrea51ng’y c1rcumscr1bed by contractual prov151ons, partlcularly

27




!in péréonhéi areas. ' S . . N
° .A.On.fhe positive side, the_incfeasing'flowiof information stimu-
latéd'by the,colléctive~bargaining pro¢ess will help academicians
bettep\undefstand'and:share in the governance Pfogessa as' well as
tie sprawlingrsystems of education together. By applying éontrac-'
tual constraints to the exercise of administrative pbwef, cqileétive
bargaining helps curtail;administratiVe arbitrariness and'aSSnpe
jthat_critigal decisions,-especially.thpse in personnel areas,'wili

'be,reached fairly and with'a maximum of input from faculty groups.

g T

& L

»
 marmy -
.

¢
- V:‘.\_
% |




‘-REFERENCES ~

R -

Boyer, William W. "The Role of Department Chairmen in Collectlve
Bargaining: .- The University of Delaware Experiemge," Journal of
the College and University Personnel Assoc1atlon April, 1974.

Channlng, R., Stelner, Sr., and Tlmmerman, s. Collectlve Bargain- -

ing and Its Impact on Board-Presidential Relationships,” in
Michael Brick Collective Negotiations in-Higher” Education, 1973
ED 08& 993. . .

ERIC Clearinghouse for ngher Education.
"Doh, Herman "Collective Bargaining in SUNY . The Story of the-
Senate Professional .Association,"-The Journal of the Collegﬁ

and Unlver51ty Personnel Assoc1atmon, January, 197& ‘
Its Effects on: Campus

"Collective Bargalnlng
Governance," Academic Collective Bargaining Informatlon Serv1ce,

Falcone, Mlchael A.
Washington, D C. ’ February, 1975.
peth, Royster C. "An Exploratory ‘Analysis of the Consequences
Collective Bargaining 'in Higher Education: The Role of the
ERIC Clearinghouse for Flgher Pducation.

Hedg§
o
Faculty," April, 1974.

ED 080 865 _
Kieft, Raymond N. "Collective Bargalnlng Its Impact for Institu-
tional Research," April, 1973. ERIC Clearinghouse for ngher
Education. ED 080 093. ) _ :

"Resolving Faculty Grievances at Rutgers University,
' : Early

in James P. Begin, Academics at the Bargaining Table
ERIC Clearinghouse for Higher Educa-

Laity, Richard W
0

Experience, October, 1973.
tion. ED 082 701.
(Washlngton,

Schlichter, Sumner H., Healy, James J., and leernash B
The Imgact of Collective Bargaining on Management

Brookings Instltute, 1960)

gohert,

D.C.

.'.'1‘ g,

car



